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Current.iy rented. Ofi street parking for the Plaintiff's tenants :
1§ avdliavle on the Plaintiff's property immediately adjacent to {

tiue Disputeu Area and is accessec from the public alley via the

CUrLu cut on thne Detendant's property. The Disputed Area extends 50

o=

feet Irom tie puplic alley and tne portion fturtiest from the said

aliey 1s uUsca py Defendant’s lessee, Mr. Paul Sill, to park his

venrici¢e, kg. Siil's use of this portion of the Disputed Area does i
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NOL 1nterrere with the use Oy Plaintiff'’s tenants of the parking

10T &area lmneulately asjacent thereto. Plaintiff's parking area is %
; surricient to acccomouate the off street parking needs of her :
; tenants, ane other than MEING uUsew as a means of ingress andg :

€yress, tue Disputewu Area is not needed Ly Plaintiff's ternants for
autltlional parking suace.

li. Argument

tne 1ssuance of an injuction is historically and fundamentaliy
d plOCEess 0L courts ¢ eguity as a preventive reuweay, that is, to
alioru retief ayainst future acts which are acvainst ecuity ana yood
coinscience, Dunuaik HOLUlng Co. v. Lastep, 215 la., 54¢ (1958),
Colbs geleu, 79 S.CL. 34, 35§ U.S. 82l, 3 L.Bd. 2u 62, rehearing
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wenieu, 79 S.Ct. 216, 358 U.5. 501, 3 L.Ed. 2¢ 1%1. An injuction
15 LO D& 1ssuec only where the intervention of eGUItY 1S5 nhecessary
LL o revent an irreparable injury, and the rcmedy will not be
dwdlaeG whnere it appears to the satistaction of the court that the
LuJury complained of is not CL sucli charecter. Coster v,

wCLClLient Of Personnel, 36 Ea. OApp. 523 (1877); Anne Arupdel Co.
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